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THEOLOGICAL PROGRESS AND EVANGELICAL COMMITMENT 


Dr. 


Does theology still have frontier has its frontier long since been closed? 
our situation theologically like that the United States 1800 with vast areas 
unexplored and unannexed? our situation more akin that the United States 
the second half the 20th century with the whole continent from ocean ocean 
and from Mexico Canada mapped out detail and thoroughly cultivated except 
for isolated patches desert and wilderness? this hour Christian history 
the theologian merely prosaic cultivator old farms and orchards pio- 
neer blazing new trails into regions truth yet unpossessed? This, gather, 
the problem which discuss with you from the evangelical perspective. 


Now from our perspective, committed are thoroughgoing Biblicism, 
this problem has certain facets and complications which liberal theologians largely 
ignore. disciples empiricism one its several forms, they believe that truth 
perpetually process being made. And since they therefore sit very loosely 
Scripture, they view themselves pioneers forever moving Westward. Their fron- 
tier wide open; with Schelling they agree that the pursuit rather than the posses- 
sion truth man’s highest privilege. 


But evangelical must assert the outset this address that the theo- 
logical frontier not wide open. Under the guidance the Holy Spirit the territory 
special revelation has been painstakingly explored and charted centuries 
dedicated scholarship. result, the need for pioneering spirit among Biblicists 
seems anachronistic; what need apparently the patient spirit the farmer 
perhaps the fighting spirit the patriot who seeks protect his country from in- 
vasion religious Bolsheviks. 


Take up, for example, that masterful study which James Orr published exactly 
years ago, The Progress Dogma. it, traces the evolution theology 
across the ages, makes this statement: 


have recognize the fact that our fathers have labored, and have en- 
tered into their labors; that history has been travail with these subjects for 
the past nineteen centuries, and has brought forth more than wind; that 
are not dealing with human speculations, but with divine revelation, the re- 
cords which have been men’s hands from the beginning, and which 
men’s minds have been directed with the intense desire and prayer for light; 
that Christ promised His Spirit His disciples guide them into truth, and 
not first scholars the nineteenth century; and that the presumption—prac- 
tically the certainty—is, that the great decisive landmarks theology are al- 
ready fixed, and that are not called upon, nor will able, remove them. 
is, course, always open, even science, man frame theory which 
goes the assumption that all the developments the past have been wrong— 
that, g., the earth not sphere, and that the Copernican theory the heav- 
ens mistake—but generally regard him not wise! Within limits, 
should not otherwise theology. The men behind have laid the founda- 
tions, and must content, take it, build the foundations they have 
laid. This leaves still vast work do, but not their work. shall not 
make less progress realising that there firm footing for the past 
start from. may take encouragement from those who have gone before 
that our labor need not vain.! 


Temporarily shall ignore Orr’s remark that vast work remains done. shall 
emphasize solely his insistence that “the great decisive landmarks theology are al- 


ready fixed” and that consequently must now carry our own intellectual labor 
within this settled framework. says elsewhere that same book: 


The thing which confronts when look into the matter is, that all the 
great Protestant Churches there system doctrine possession—a system 
professedly based Scripture, and embodied, its essentials, the acknow- 
lodged Reformation Creeds. not, course, argue that, because doctrine 
found any all these creeds, necessarily true; but what say is, 
that when are search criterion determine what does, and what does 
not, belong the genuine doctrinal content Christianity, this practically con- 
sentient body doctrine the great Church Creeds not fact ignored— 
is, indeed, weightly fact start from—one which gives that body doctrine 
strong prima facie claim our 


Yet much values the body dogma which has evolved the ongoing 
the Christian Church, Orr does not hold that precludes further development. Quite 
the contrary! Recall his remark that still have vast work do. Yet doing 
this work must not undo the work which has already been done. “The history 
dogma,” cautions us, “criticizes dogma; corrects mistakes, eliminates temporary 
elements, supplements defects, incorporates the gains the past, the same time 
that opens wider horizons for the future. But its clock never goes 


Then order guard himself against misinterpretation Orr flatly avows, 
opponent real progress Notice, though, the qualification puts 
upon progress. Much alleged progress, contends, not development but re- 
gressive malformation, parasitic growth upon the organism truth. Holding fast 
our territorial metaphor, let say that Orr did not consider the theo- 
logical frontier closed. saw wide horizons stretching out before the evangelical. 


order come grips with our problem, turn now text published 
1955, slightly more than fifty years after The Progress Dogma. using this 
text because its author does not stand within our tradition. Precisely where does 
stand may difficult determine since doctrinal taxonomy confessedly trouble- 
some. But suspect that Walter Marshall Horton comfortably home the tenets 
neo-orthodoxy. that may, his Christian Theology: Ecumenical Approach 
will prove most helpful examine the evangelical frontier today. will 
show what areas neo-orthodox scholar thinks Christian truth has not yet been 
formulated with any fixity. will furnish excellent foil which Biblicists 
can evaluate our own position. And, besides this, Horton may unintentionally dis- 
close that many our contemporaries are actually setting back the clock, rejuvenat- 
ing old error the name new truth. 


our day, then, according Horton, tremendous ferment taking place 
Protestantism. says, “Any book written before the First World War broke out, 
before the name Karl Barth was heard must fall orient theological students 
the prevailing thought currents and burning issues the second half the 20th 
Yet from this ferment, strangely enough, consensus emerging. Secta- 
rian viewpoints and parochial ideas are giving way catholicity conviction; 
dogma, insofar has crystallized, encouragingly ecumenical. Oh, sure, 
there are some basic conflicts, Horton admits, “differences such magnitude and 
such fundamental importance that they divide contemporary Christians into major 
types faith and order, distinguished characteristic concepts essential Chris- 
tianity.” These major types classifies Catholic, Conservative Protestant, Liberal 
Protestant, Radical Protestant, Neo-Orthodox and Anglican; and these six major 
types, tells us, further “diverge from one another two basic issues, the catholic- 
protestant issue and the conservative-liberal But leaving such issues aside, 


there emerging consensus; indeed, Horton ventures affirm that large part 
the theological issues historically dividing Protestants into Lutherans, Calvinists, 
and Arminians, and even considerable part the issues dividing Protestants from 
Catholics, have now become dead demonstrate this thesis, establishes 
seven rubrics and considers them seriatim: (1) the knowledge God, (2) nature 
God, (3) God and the world, (4) God and man, (5) Christ the Saviour, (6) the 
Church and means grace, (7) the Christian Now prevent use 
Horton’s book from degenerating into pedantic review, shall simply spotlight the 
living issues, calls them, which render the ecumenical consensus less than unani- 
mous. this, very obviously, because these issues show where the frontier not 
yet closed—from neo-orthodox perspective any rate. 


First, with respect the knowledge God, Horton admits that “the most 
delicately critical issue which the schools particularly when one considers 
not only how far removed conservatives are from liberals, but also how heatedly 
supernaturalistic Protestants criticize their more radical brethren. fact, two posi- 
tions “stand out clearly irreconcilable with each other and with the general con- 
sensus Christian thought: the radical empiricism the American humanists and 
naturalists and the radical revelationism Karl Add this the conflict 
between Roman and non-Roman theologies, Horton labels them, and you begin 
understand why says “there great deal serious and honest divergence 
among Christians concerning the knowledge Evidently, therefore, the 
consensus this area not yet complete; the frontier still open. 


Second, concerning the nature God, Horton avers that there “little funda- 
mental among theologians. Well, perhaps more than little disa- 
greement must conceded. After all, vigorous debate being carried regarding 
the place Greek metaphysics Christian faith, and theologian eminent 
Gustaf Aulen protests that religion “has nothing with and that 
the God and Father our Lord Jesus Christ cannot equated with the Actus Purus 
Aristotle. Furthermore, the personality God strenuously controverted front- 
rank thinkers like Paul Tillich and Henry Nelson Wieman who refuse apply per- 
sonal categories deity. Permit here allude hastily recent article 
Campbell Garnett, Modern Theology Atheistic?” reports that May, 1960 
the Western Division the American Philosophy Association meeting Chicago 
debated the question “Is Tillich Atheist?” And Garnett’s own words, employ- 
ing criterion the God the Hebrew-Christian tradition, “The distinguished sym- 
posiasts, Paul Holmes, Charles Hartshorne, and Marvin Fox, all well known philo- 
sophical defenders the faith, were none them ready affirm that what Tillich 
has say God meets this test way they could find cru- 
cial issue the very nature God has not yet been resolved Protestant theolo- 
gians, the frontier, assume, must still open fairly wide! 


Third, reverting Horton, consider next his discussion cosmology the 
relationship between God and the world. Ecumenical Christianity, assures us, 
has adjusted itself successfully the revolutionary discoveries and theories modern 
science. Then writes: 


Creation, providence and prayer are doctrines where there common core 
agreement among the Christian churches. cannot said, however, that 
there agreement concerning the proper adjustment between these doctrines 
and the contemporary state scientific knowledge and human history. The vio- 
lent controversies aroused the Darwinian theory the latter part the 19th 
century have somewhat subsided, but many the issues then raised have con- 
tinued divide theologians our century, while the focus attention has 


shifted from natural history human history, and from biology physics 
and 


Hence miracle continues continental-divide among theologians with, for 
instance, Karl Heim and Lewis, the one hand, arguing for supernatural 
invasion the natural order, and Douglas Clyde Macintosh, the other hand, in- 
sisting that suspensions the natural order did occur the whole cosmic system 
“would upset and the development intelligence and moral character made im- 
possible,” while prayer under such conditions would degenerate into 


Another aspect cosmology which causes tension the age-old mystery 
evil. relax this tension some contemporary theologians, typified Peter Bertocci, 
are advocating belief God less than omnipotent. But, Horton points out, the 
doctrine finite deity polarizes “Christian thought, both conservative and liberal 
into two contrasting viewpoints, not easily united into one synoptic cos- 
mology, therefore, find that the frontier theology not yet closed. 


the fourth place, ecumenical position emerging with respect the in- 
teraction God and man? Unquestionably so, Horton alleges. Opinions are 
means entirely harmonious, puts it, yet must realize “the high degree 
consensus actually existing this subject among Christian theologians While 
the Christian consensus concerning God and man falls short unanimity some 
important points, sufficiently clear its main outlines offer clear challenge 
and needed corrective the modern view Unfortunately, though, this 
consensus which approximates unanimity is, Horton concedes, marred “real 


And, course, honesty one must acknowledge that there continuing con- 
troversy Christian thought, which has appeared different forms different 


periods Church history and flared again our own time over the doctrines 
the Fall and Original 


Neither must the more liberal theologian forget this: “There are conservative 
Protestants who would insist that the Bible really the Word God, Adam must 
historical character and his fall dated 


anthropology the consensus not yet complete and the frontier still open. 


Once more, genuinely catholic view Christ the Saviour, Who was and 
what did, being hammered out the ecumenical forge? Yes, indeed! Yes, indeed, 
but—! But what? Well, granting that the churches the World Council “accept 
Jesus Christ God and Saviour,” cannot denied that even succinct formu- 
la, quote Horton, “is open serious objection and Something 
else likewise undeniable, and again quote Horton: “There room for serious de- 
bate among Christians the exact meaning the common Christian faith that 
Jesus the Christ ‘true man’ and ‘true God’ met and were 


Moreover, undeniable “that neo-orthodox Christians like Brunner and Au- 
len, express the most ardent and unwavering faith the incarnation while remain- 
ing skeptical and unconcerned about the Virgin and accordingly Horton 
suggests that this doctrine demoted “to optional, second-rate 


Nor true that the central matter the atonement any consensus yet 
exists, fact which prompts Horton state italics: “No one theory the Work 


Christ has ever won its way such general acceptance the Nicene-Chalcedonian, 
theory the Person Christ has 


Then, serious attempt made reconciling Protestants and Catholics, 
Mariology doubt presents problem. But Horton hopes this can solved. How? 
taking cue from Judaism which “did not wholly reject the idea subordinate 
messengers (angels) and mediators.” similar fashion, therefore, Protestantism 


can incorporate into itself the essence Mariology extending “the principle 
subordinate 


Though not function this context critical, note with amaze- 
ment the capacity liberated theologians strain out the Biblical gnats while they 
readily swallow unBiblical camels. But, Horton himself being witness, one fact un- 
mistakable: Christology the frontier still open. 


Moving now the doctrine ecclesiology, the Church and the means 
grace, Horton discovers substratum theological agreement; yet laments, 
evangelicals likewise do, that “Here, above all, Christians are divided, not only into 
schools thought but into separate bodies, between which there full and free 
Regarding the differences this area, says, “There is, frankly, 
immediate hope whatsoever these being And what are these differ- 
ences? Horton mentions “Infant and adult baptism, open and closed communion, 
apostolic succession, possibility salvation outside the Church, possibility more 
than one organized Church, necessity having bishops, necessity having seven 
sacraments, feet-washing extra sacrament, unimportance basic importance 
correct church government and church But these differences, serious 
they have been and may be, are not the deepest difference; that, defined the 
Amsterdam Assembly, the “catholic-protestant” difference. this area, then, 
seems though the theological frontier still wide open. 


Finally, can asserted that consensus has emerged with respect the 
Christian hope? Here Horton somewhat hard pressed discover common core 
belief, especially because the conflict between “American activity” and Con- 
tinental quietists with their “radically different conception the Kingdom God,” 
and, more especially so, because the immanental Christ hard reconcile with the 
apocalyptic feels, nevertheless, that balanced viewpoint gradually 
evolving, tenable and necessary position for modern Christians 


Unresolved issues eschatology are three. For one thing, will the Second Com- 
ing Christ crassly literal and, not, how interpreted? Next, can 
hold universal salvation must believe that God’s love finally frustrated, 
with same human beings suffering eternal punishment? Third, must abandon all 
hope for the betterment the world now that “the Utopian illusions the early 20th 


century have been duly view these issues, Horton concludes that 
the area eschatology still open. 


That not only Horton’s opinion: likewise the opinion Norman Pittinger 
who, defending universal salvation The Christian Century, declared that the doc- 
trine future things “an enormous item unfinished business the church’s 
theological (not say pastoral) agenda. Have really, seriously, earnestly, wrestled 
with what means believe that the ultimate ground being, the determiner 
all destiny, the lord heaven and earth, nothing other than the all-sovereign love 
which Jesus Christ, for men, and for our wholeness, was incarnate amongst us, 
lived with us, died order that men might share his life, and lives evermore the 
guarantee the reality that which came reveal and 


One need not endorse Pittinger’s universalism endorse his plea for more 
strenuous wrestling with the issues eschatology. Over half century ago Orr re- 


= 


marked, “The modern mind has given itself with special earnestness eschatological 
questions, moved thereto, perhaps, the solemn impression that the ends 
the world have come, and that some great crisis the history human affairs 
And after years this area still crying out for further study. Here, 
all will concur, the frontier still open. 


Now what conclusion can draw from this survey representative text 
contemporary theology written within ecumenical and neo-orthodox framework? 
think Horton makes clear that Protestantism our day has permitted even its cen- 
tral fixities become far too fluid. Instead being progressive, has actually 
turned back the clock rejuvenating host old errors the name new truth. 
cite specific case, the neo-naturalism Paul Tillich—that Nels Ferre’s 
—ponderously updates ancient type gnosticism. Why, then, hail progres- 
sive? Real progress, the progress Orr called for and furthered, can made only 
build upon foundations already securely laid down. raze the foundations every 
ten years the hope building better equivalent the digging the dahlia 
bulb every morning ascertain its rate growth. May quote from Orr again? 


There still room for fresh developments theology. Existing systems are not 
final; works human understanding they are necessarily imperfect; there 
none which not some degree affected the nature the intellectual en- 
vironment, and the factors the mind had, the time its formation, work 
with. not question, therefore, that there are still sides and aspects divine 
truth which full justice has not yet been accorded; improvements that can 
made our conception and formulation all the doctrines, and their cor- 
relation with each other. All contending for is, that such development 
shall development within Christianity, and not away from it; that shall 
recognize its connection with the past, and unite itself organically with it; and 
that shall not spurn the past development, nothing permanent value 
had been accomplished 


The relevance Orr’s contention for 1961 patent. God help evan- 
gelicals alert everything our troubled world, sensitive its spiritual needs 
well its philosophical problems. God help stand the frontier between 
Christianity and culture engaging dialogue, maintaining communication bearing 
witness intelligently and effectively. God help face the multiplied and stag- 
gering challenges our day. Allow mention few them. 


face the challenge science, challenge which cuts the deepest levels 
our own theological position. For Ashley Johnson crisply expresses the matter: 


Theology has presented conclusions about the nature man and the physical 
universe, siatements made the strength religious authority derived de- 
ductively from basic postulates. The fact that science has found way draw- 
ing conclusions these same cosmological and anthropological questions and 
the fact that these scientific judgments have won almost universal acceptance 
the expense the corresponding theological propositions have done much 
discredit the whole 


was the challenge science which caused Orr warn 1901: 


There are, indeed, not wanting signs that are the eve new conflicts, 
which new solvents will applied Christian doctrines, and which may prove 
anxious and testing many who not realize that Christian faith every age 
must battle. That battle will have fought, mistake not, the first 
instance, round the fortress the worth and authority Holy Scripture. 
doctrine Holy Scripture. doctrine Scripture adapted the needs the 


hour harmonizing the demands once science and faith, perhaps the 
most clamant want present 


doctrine Scripture which harmonizes the demands both science and faith 
—that still clamant need. Standing the frontier between Christianity and cul- 
ture, evangelical theology must its utmost meet that challenge. 


also face the challenge interstellar exploration, phase science which 


may have enormous repercussions upon Christian doctrine. For what Harlow Shap- 
ley correct? 


That this planet the one and only place where life has emerged would 
ridiculous assumption. Those who know about the number stars, about the 
natural way planets are born and the apparently automatic way life emerges 
when conditions are right they longer hesitate believe that life 
cosmos-wide phenomenon; and that belief giving many reason for re- 
thinking our philosophies man and his function. Rethinking our religious 
position. Contemplating stellar 


Suppose Shapley correct. Then stellar theology order; and advance 
the hypothesis that materials for evangelicalism cosmic range are available 
the Christology Paul and John; for Otto Dilschneider writes Das Christ- 
liche Weltbilt, the Christ Paul and John gives “the central meaning wherein all 
the problems meaning that man raises respect the cosmos are comprehended 
the Pantocrator who comprehends the whence and whether the alpha and 
omega, the beginning and the 


Here surely frontier for creative theology which enlarges the periphery 
traditional Christology without touching its core. 


face too, the challenge demythologization, translate awkward Ger- 
man compound into barbaric English. Rudolph Bultmann’s radical 
naturalism still another application science faith. For, now notorious, 
charges Jesus Christ and Mythology: 


The world-view the Scripture mythological and therefore unacceptable 
modern man whose thinking has been shaped science and therefore 
longer mythological. Modern man always makes use technical means which 
are the result science. case illness modern man has recourse physi- 
cians, medical science. case economic and political affairs, makes use 
the results psychological, social, economic and political sciences, and on. 
Nobody reckons with direct intervention transcendent powers man ac- 
knowledges reality only such phenomena events are comprehensible 
within the framework the rational order the universe. does not acknow- 
ledge miracles because they not fit into this lawful order. When strange 
marvelous accident occurs, does not rest until has found rational cause. 
The contrast between the ancient world-view the Bible and the modern world- 
view the contrast between two ways thinking, the mythological and the 
scientific.” 


But, also notorious, Bultmann negatively demythologizes the New Testa- 
ment order reinterpret positively the categories Martin Heidegger’s 


philosophy, thus forcing people our scientific age, thinks, make exis- 
tential decision. 


Certainly evangelicalism must cry out against demythologization. the same 
time, however, evangelicalism must ponder the counsel Amos Wilder New Testa- 
ment Faith for Today: 


Bultmann’s formulation least highlights much that the heart the Gos- 
pel and makes possible effective impact that Gospel today many quar- 
ters where more traditional versions have lost their appeal. What needs further 
attention here, however, the unresolved question how far the original 
language faith comes into its own Bultmann’s proposal and how far its 
rights should safeguarded any such 


What evangelicalism doing meet the challenge demythologization? How 
does propose make the traditional version the Gospel meaningful culture 
shaped and controlled science? 


face, still further, the challenge 20th century philosophy, not alone scien- 
tific naturalism, but likewise existential phenomenology and also linguistic analysis 
both which their manifold schools are extraordinarily influential. Shall evan- 
gelicals simply ignore the fact that philosophy now tuned new key shall 
follow the example noted Roman Catholic, Albert Dondeyne, his valuable 
critique, Contemporary Thought and Christian Faith? 


Whatever the dimensions and causes the sickness from which our world 
suffering, one thing certain; the task every man here earth, and the 
Christian particular, fight against evil all its forms, heal sicknesses 
body well soul, see “neighbor” everyone who suffers and 
hasten soothe his wounds. cure sickness, however, must first under- 
stand it. must find out the nature the sickness and get know its causes; 
must recognize, too, healthy forces which are still present, without whose co- 
operation even the best remedies may remain ineffective. fruitful, 
then, the Christian apostolate must exert constant and sincere effort under- 
stand better the world today. Although must denounce the failings and 
errors our time, must also recognize its points greatness, its merits, its 
insights, else may easily lose its grip upon it. This all the more important 
when remembered that Christianity not simply one truth among others 
one value added others, but synthesis truths and values from the point 
view the ultimate truth and the ultimate sense things. Because this, 
Christianity which proved incapable effecting the synthesis between faith and 
those partial truths and genuine values that encounters the world, would 
doomed failure right from the beginning. This, turn, underlines the im- 
portance philosophy (and, fortiori, theology) that living and con- 
temporary, one which takes account aspirations the modern world and 
speaks its 


evangelicalism prepared follow this program? trust so! can follow this 
program without abandoning its own distinctive theology any more than Dondeyne 
abandons his Roman Catholicism. 


face, addition, the challenge Communism. And not thinking 
rival Christianity the intellectual plane. thinking Marx’s contention 
that every religion ideology, the product particular economic order; and 
fail completely take the measure 20th century atheism until take the 
measure this Marxist criticism. thinking also Joseph Hromadka’s book, 
Theology Between Yesterday and Tomorrow. May quote him somewhat extenso, 
fully aware that many evangelicals must all conscience denounce Hromadka’s rela- 
tionship Communism? 


Theology is, wish repeat over and over again, ideology. effort 
interpret, adequate and actual way, the Word the living God and 


understand the past, the present, and the future men and history the light 
the divine Word and the divine events. From the perspective theology 
understand it, all human divisions, systems, social and political institutions, all 
philosophical thoughts, find themselves the same level, the side the 
created world its corruption and promise. 


The dividing line runs not between communists and noncommunists. runs 
between the Lord glory and mercy, the one hand, and human sinners 
(whether communists noncommunists) the other. Theologically, all 
wrong see the main line division between the Christian ideology and civili- 
zation, the one hand, and the non-Christian Weltanschauung the other. 
real and urgent question whether any idealistic philosophy stands closer 
the Christian faith and message than materialistic method thinking and 
analysis. The greatness theology rests exactly its humble and sovereign 
attitude the present divisions between Christian and non-Christian civiliza- 
tions, between Christian and non-Christian philosophies, between the Christian 
and non-Christians way life. Hic Rhodus, hic salta! What need vigo- 
rous, courageous theology that goes its depth and breadth the very root 
our present situation and avoids any short cut that promises make the situa- 
tion the Christian church easy and secure. What need sharp intellectual 
insight into the very issues the present era and the point where the church 
and its members have wage real spiritual and moral battle for the cause 
Christ. Our spiritual and intellectual capacities are rule not strong enough. 
And even those capacities possess are gradually withering away because 
our unwillingness see the real issues where they are and where they can square- 
met. The older am, the more grateful feel for the privilege being 
theologian and struggling for right, relevant, and adequate interpretation 
the Word God and the heritage the preceding generations. 


are standing within one the greatest and most responsible struggles 
with which the church and its theology have ever been confronted, intellectually, 
spiritually and morally. The demands upon all are such that should 
forget all the fashionable divisions thrown upon our heads the political and 
public climate our countries and meet where the Lord our life and history 


stands and opens our eyes our mistakes, blunders, prejudices, and our great 
chance and 


Now some may maintain that our prerogative and even our duty 
denounce Hromadka; but evangelicals what are doing, practically and theologic- 
ally, show that Christianity not one more ideology? 


face, yet again, the challenge religious syncretism. And this, too, most 
formidable challenge. For this era when our globe contracting the dimensions 
neighborhood and our astrounauts are beginning penetrate space, the scandal 
particularity, explicit the Gospel, becomes more and more scandal. Why 
believe that salvation moves exclusively along one narrow corridor history, through 
one insignificant tribe Semites, through the life and death one Man, through 
the medium one Book, and confined one planet? Why believe that the ad- 
herents all other religions are darkness, now and forever, while only the hand- 
ful human beings who accept Jesus Christ evangelically interpreted bask 
light? against this Christian parochialism that Arnold Toynbee raises strong ob- 
jection his Gifford Lectures Historian’s Approach Religion: 


the world which now find ourselves, the adherents the different living 
religions ought the readier tolerate, respect, and revere one another’s re- 


ligious heritages because, our generation there not anyone alive who 
effectively position judge between his own religion and his neighbour’s. 
effective judgment impossible when one comparing religion which has 
been familiar one one’s home since one’s childhood with religion which 
one has learned know from outside late years. The missions the 
higher religions are not competitive; they are complementary. can believe 
our own religion without having feel that the sole repository truth. 
can love without having feel that the sole means 


willing risk the prophecy that the years ahead religious syncretism 
will grow immensely popular while Christian particularism pari grows unpopu- 
lar. How this threat countered evangelicals who stake everything Peter’s 
word, “Neither there salvation any other”? 


Finally, face the challenge nihilistic Zeitgeist, penetratingly analyzed 
Helmut are living age when, Nietzsche proclaimed, “God 
dead,” age which Satre and Camus portray age without justice, love, faith, 
hope, and meaning—an age which man, left alone with himself, stares onto the 
abyss. And yet—what paradox!—this the age which has produced new species 
unbeliever, described Arthur Koestler The Age Longing: the new skeptic 
the unbeliever who longs believe but Recognizing, sure, that faith 
God’s gift, what can evangelicals combat nihilism and satisfy the longing 
Koestler’s paradoxical skeptic? How can arouse hope generation which 
has abandoned all hope? This the task which weighs upon today. 


Now let sum somewhat rambling discussion. Between Christianity and 
contemporary culture there stretches challenging frontier. Within theology per se, 
however, least theology which Biblically oriented, the frontier has largely 
been closed though there are still exciting areas explore and annex. afraid, 
consequently, least make shibboleth progress and thereby sacrifice hard-won 
truth. Hence would plead for the whole sphere dogma what Packer pleads for 
Biblical criticism specifically: 


Evangelicals not wish put the clock back the days before scientific study 
began. What they desire that modern Bible study should genuinely scien- 
tific—that say, fully biblical its method; and their chief complaint 
against modern criticism that often fails here. true that Evangelicals 
call for return principles Bible study which have long history the 
Christian Church, and for some revision modern critical methods the light 
them. But that not because these principles are traditional; because 
they are biblical. There certainly arrogant hide-bound type tradition- 
alism, unthinking and uncritical, which carnal and devilish. But there also 
respectful willingness take help from the Church’s past order under- 
stand the Bible the present; and such traditionalism spiritual and Christian. 
Moreover, this attitude alone that makes possible real progress theology; 
for theology goes forward only looking back—back through the Church’s 
heritage teaching Jesus Christ and His apostles.” 


Conservative Baptist 


Theological Seminary 
Denver, Colorado 
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CULTIC CLUES CANTICLES? 


YAMAUCHI 


The book Canticles, the Song Solomon, most fascinating book. 
Morris Jastrow has said: 


The Song Songs one the smallest books the Old Testament. con- 
sists the conventional subdivision the text eight chapters with total 
only 117 verses. And yet this little book has been the subject more contro- 
versy than perhaps any other production similar 


Canticles not only intriguing and controversial book, also difficult 
book interpret. The first dominant school interpretation was the allegorical. This 
view represented the book picturing the love God for mankind, and justified its 
representation from explicit references, such Hosea, where Jehovah’s love for 
Israel plainly stated terms marital affection. The allegorical view was for 
many centuries the “orthodox” view Jews, Roman Catholics, and Protestants. 


Opposed any spiritualizing the text, the literal schools interpretation 
take Canticles description love the human plane, between man and maid 
rather than between God and man. The earliest proponent such view was Theo- 
dore Mopsuestia (d. 429 A.D.), who was condemned century after his death 
the Second Council Constantinople for proposing such view. modern times 
literal interpretations began with Chatellon 1544. 


There are two major schools literal interpreters, which are each turn fur- 
ther subdivided into two sub-groups. The first group interpreters views Canticles 
single dramatic piece, with either two major characters (Delitzsch, 1875), 
three major characters (Ibn Ezra; Jacobi, 1771; Ewald, 1826), depending whether 
Solomon identified with the shepherd lover distinquished from him. This view 
Canticles single drama prevailed the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 


The second and later group literal interpreters denies the unity the book 
and regards collection love songs. The view those who held Canticles 
collection wedding songs (Wetzstein, 1873; Budde, 1894) prevailed for the 
first twenty-five years this century. Others (Theodore Mopsuestia; Herder, 1778; 
Jastrow; Gordis; Haupt; Baumgartner) have regarded collection secular 
popular love songs. 


more novel attempt unravel the meaning the Song non-unified the 
liturgical (Tammuz-cult) school interpretation.? The liturgical view sees Canticles 
the Yahwistic modification the liturgies pre-Israelite fertility cult, similar 
those the so-called Tammuz cult Babylon (cf. Ezekiel 8:14). the words 
Theophile Meek, the chief proponent such view, the liturgical interpretation 
follows: 


According this theory, the Song Songs the survival convention- 
alized form ancient Hebrew New Year liturgies that celebrated the reunion 
and marriage the sun god with the mother goddess, which the ancient 
world typified the revival life nature that came with the return the 
growing season. the literary residue myth, liturgy life; harks 
back the ancient fertility cult which its many forms was found throughout 
the whole world and not without its survivals even our own day, witness 
features our Easter celebration. 


Meek’s presentation has captured the allegiance partial allegiance con- 
siderable body scholars. Among these may numbered Snaith, Minnocchi, 
Oesterley, Wittekind, Margoliouth, Ranston, Haller, Ebeling, Waterman, Graham 
and May. The view has been criticized Cassuto, Schmidt, Rowley and Kramer 
though even these admit some influence the fertility cult. 


Furthermore, this view now being cited evidence the influence 
Babylonian practices Hebrew life and thought such writers James 
Myth and Ritual the Ancient Near East, and David Mace Hebrew 
Marriage. Thus, whether one agrees with the liturgical view not, its signifi- 
cance current studies, not only the area the interpretation single 
Old Testament book but also the broader field comparative religions, 
such that one cannot afford ignore it. 


What originally led Meek set forth this view was Akkadian text—a 
catalogue the first lines number hymns—which struck him (1) be- 
ing most appropriate liturgies for fertility cult; and (2) closely resem- 
bling the Song Solomon. Cited below are few lines from the Akkadian 
Translated Meek with his interpretive comments parentheses: 


beheld thee (masc.) and........ 
Shine out like star the sky! 
dirge over thy (masc.) death. (The reference here the death 


Tammuz. 
This the desire that rejoiceth heart. (lit. liver) 
The utterance thy (masc.) mouth the word life; prosper thou me! 
(Clearly reference Tammuz, the life-giving god.) 


the name the son revive the vegetation. 

Ah, behold the fat the land. 

The day bringeth gladness, even joy the heart. 
sentiment frequent the Tammuz liturgies and Canticles. The 
reference the joy occasioned the revival life and vegetation 
the world.) 

Upon may the sunbeam; come thou in! 

Not rival (fem.) equal led me. 

Nippurite jar sweetness. (i.e. Ishtar) 

joyous, happy! 


Thou hast caressed me; thou lord! 
The fragrance cedar thy love, lord. 


(The cedar everywhere connected with the fertility cult and appears 
Cant. 1:17) 

the door the lord she did come. (i.e. the nether-world where the 
goddess, Ishtar, was thought search her lord, Tammuz.) 

For this night, for these evenings. 

total irtu-songs for the 


Meek goes conclude: 


Even casual perusal the lines the hymns listed above must convince 
the most skeptical two things: (1) that these hymns were taken from the 
liturgy the Tammuz-Ishtar cult, and (2) that the similarity between them 
and the songs the book Canticles close that both must belong to- 
gether Both are liturgies the fertility cult. The only difference that 


one group has come from Babylonia and the other from Palestine, where 
numerous influences tended obscure and efface its original 


Some thirty years later Meek was entrusted with the introduction and the exege- 
sis the Song Solomon for the Bible (1956), highly publicized 
Protestant commentary. his exegesis Meek perceives allusions fertility cults 
almost every line, were, Canticles. 


should note that the liturgical theory based upon several assumptions: 


First, the Akkadian text cited Meek primary assumed 
catalogue liturgical texts. contrast with the many texts Pritchard’s An- 
cient Near Eastern Texts which explicitly indicate themselves such their many 
directions priests, the text—part which cited above—is assumed from internal 
evidence list songs might used the participants “sacred wed- 
ding” fertility cult. 


Secondly, the text held represent liturgies the Tammuz cult. Now 
not mean deny that there was probably Tammuz (Dumuzi)-Ishtar (Inanna) fer- 
tility cult some nature Mesopotamia. Kramer notes that have texts from 
about 2100 B.C., showing that the kings Sumer were identified with Dumuzi, the 
prehistoric king Sumer, and texts from 2400 B.C., showing that the kings Sumer 
were “married” the goddess Inanna. There hymn which contains de- 
scription hieros gamos (“sacred marriage”) ceremony the New Year between 
the king Iddin-Dagan (about 1900 B.C.) and the goddess Inanna, who was probably 
represented 


But what usually meant references the Tammuz cult something more 
than this. The Tammuz cult assumed seasonal fertility cult, based upon the 
search Ishtar (Inanna) for Tammuz (Dumuzi) the netherworld. felt that 
the absence Tammuz from the face the earth coincided with and symbolized the 
barren fields and withered growth summer and that his subsequent resurrection 
from the netherworld Ishtar heralded the revived vegetation the spring.® 


Meek, for example, his exegesis the Song Solomon the 
Bible says: 


7:12 “On the cultic interpretation the verse would refer the revival 
life nature the reunion god and goddess.” 


8:5a “According the cultic interpretation, this would refer the coming 
the god and goddess from the underworld.” 


3:1 “Here and vss. 2-4 have once again the motif seeking and find- 
ing well the reference watchmen impeding the way reminding 
the watchmen that Ishtar had pass get into the underworld bring back 
her dead lord life and thus bring new life into the 


But since there are cuneiform documents which state clearly that the Akka- 
dian Tammuz, his Sumerian prototype, Dumuzi, ever rose from the dead, see 
that the idea the resurrection Tammuz has been based third assumption. 
The career the Mesopotamian Tammuz has been identified with that the Hellenic 
Adonis the basis some similarities character. Sir James Frazer declared: 


The worship Adonis was practiced the Semitic peoples Babylonia 
and Syria, and the Greeks borrowed from them early the seventh century 
before Christ. The true name the deity was Tammuz: the appellation Adonis 
merely the Semitic Adon, “lord” title honour which his worshippers 
addressed 


Writing back 1911, Farnell was aware that this identification Adonis with 
Tammuz was tenuous one. Farnell wrote: 


But such reconstruction the old Tammuz ritual rests present only 
indirect evidence the later records Attis-Adonis cult and the Tammuz-wor- 
ship among the heathen Syrians Harran the tenth century our era. 


have surety, then, for belief that Tammuz, any shadow Tam- 
muz, was borne the western shores the Aegean the days before Homer. 
And know that Adonis, his nearest Anatolian representative, only arrived 
late the post-Homeric 


The propensity seeing similarities and ignoring distinctions has led fourth 
assumption: namely, the identification Adonis-Tammuz with the newly discovered 
fertility god Ugaritic literature. 


Baumgartner, for example, says: 


The signifiance the vegetation god’s cult the ancient orient has become 
more and more apparent the past twenty thirty years, particularly through 
the Ugaritic texts. now generally recognized that the Israelite cultus was 
strongly Canaanite character, and that the Old Testament riddled with traces 
Adonis worship.” 


Having traced the course four successive assumptions the development and 
transmission the fertility cult theory, identified with the Hellenistic Adonis tradi- 
tion, and with the Canaanite Baal tradition—we are ready outline fifth assump- 
tion. The fertility cult was transmitted Israel when the prophets exalted Yahweh 
being indeed the god the sacred marriage, rather than Baal. The cult was then 
later ethicized and transformed beyond recognition. James maintains: 


Indeed, the northern kingdom Israel any rate Yahweh was fertil- 
ity Baal late the eighth century B.C. (Hosea 2:5,8) and the prophetic pole- 
mic against the national religion very largely was based upon the transferrence 
the control vegetation Yahweh the traditional seasonal ritual. (Isa.- 


28:23 


Yahweh was acknowledged supreme right conquest after the settle- 
ment, but Meek says, “his department was the large one the state and not 
the affairs ordinary everyday agricultural and commercial life.” Therefore, 
was secure and retain the allegiance the masses, was essential that 
should presented and worshipped the appropriate manner fertility 
god rather than that desert 


Note the factors this transference the order their importance: Yahew 
fertility god; and such, the god represented the sacred marriage; and 
liturgy for the sacred marriage. Now are willing assume that Yahweh has 
become fertility god, shall not quibble about assuming that Yahweh also accepted 
the sacred marriage rite that went with his new position, much less would pro- 
test the adoption liturgy for such rite. 


Meek employs curious, negative logic when argues for the acceptance 
Canticles ritual survival asserting the existence Israel such sacred 
rite: 


The frequent description the prophetic writings the relation between 
Yahweh and his people that husband and wife indicates the existence 
the sacred marriage feature ancient Hebrew ritual. this was not so, 


the prophetic reformers would scarcely have used persistently symbolic 
pattern which was connected the minds the people only with alien cult. 
trying stamp out Baalism the prophets would surely have avoided mention 
the nations marriage Yahweh that concept originated and belonged 
only the Baalized forms the Hebrew 


sixth assumption follows the fifth. After have assumed the existence 
sacred marriage Yahweh, who now fertility god and have assumed the original 
employment Canticles liturgical text for that rite, will not difficult for 
find cultic references the text, even though has been transformed. For 
shall assume that any word which used elsewhere with cultic association must 
also have similar cultic significance used here. Hence, his exegesis Can- 
ticles, possible for Meek see cultic allusions almost every passage. 
also possible for Schoff list the material allusions the Song and assert that 
134 instances point the Ishtar 


Rowley roundly criticizes this particular assumption. says: 

Again, the ingenuity with which Tammuz imported every point 
the advocates this new theory can only create grave doubts the sound- 
ness the theory. writer cannot mention such common things experience 
shepherd, vine, vineyard, dove, gazelle, apple, cedar, palmtree, garden hya- 
cinth, name some things from Meek’s list alleged allusions the Tammuz 
cult, without being held writing that cult, the way letters for all but 
devotees Tammuz made very hard, and when these add some further 
terms from Schoff’s list, flock, kids, king couch, fruit, flowers, blossoms, bed, 
lions, leopard, sister, bride, honey, milk, spring, fountain, waters, dew, maidens, 
moon, sun, nuts, and dance, the poet’s case becomes desperate indeed. For how 
could one write love lyric any language such terms must excluded from 
his vocabulary? The fact that these terms occur relation the Tammuz cult 
proof that they only had relation that cult Tammuz everywhere. 


the method this theory should applied the whole the Old 
Testament there would soon little left without connection with the 
Tammuz cult. (The process has, indeed, already begun, for Staples now 
resolves the book Ruth into Tammuz liturgy, American Journal Semitic 
Languages, liii [1936-37], 145-157) 


Similarly, Baumgartner remarks: “The allegedly mythical references are often 
sought out there were such thing ordinary love-making and love-words, 
are obtained doubtful textural emendations 


seventh assumption seems run contrary the sixth: that is, having all 
these numerous cultic allusions, must nevertheless assume that they were sup- 
pressed, sublimated, ethicized that there was objection the acceptance 


former Tammuz liturgy into the canon. Perhaps this last feature the liturgical 
view looms the greatest marvel all. 


Commenting the alleged revision which made the book eligible for election 
the canon, Rowley observes: 


Meek, however, supposes that the Song have not the Tammuz liturgy 
its original and offensive form, but that has been revised render in- 
nocuous, and harmonize with the Yahweh cultus. truth, look 
vain the Song for any real indication the Yahweh cult. Indeed, Meek him- 
self somewhat naively remarks, “Rather strikingly Yahweh never once appears 
the book. When the liturgy was incorporated into the Yahweh cult, was 


deemed sufficient transfer the titles him without adding his name.” Surely 
this was strange revision, which left traces the rejected cult everywhere 
the book, but which left the new cult 


These then are seven assumptions which undergird the liturgical view. hypoth- 
esis that dependent upon many assumptions the liturgical hypothesis must 
remain very weakly supported hypothesis best. Furthermore, the very nature 
such elaborate edifice conjecture compounded upon hypothesis resting upon 
theory renders its vulnerable when supporting presupposition must abandoned. 
This exactly the fate which facing the liturgical view. For matters turn out, 
not only the hypothesis based large number assumptions, but most basic 
assumption has recently been shown completely false. 


August, 1960, Samuel Noah Kramer—Professor Assyriology the Uni- 
verstiy Pennsylvania and curator the tablet collection the University 
Museum—disclosed the Congress Orientalists Moscow that belief the re- 
surrection Dumuzi Tammuz longer possible—Dumuzi never rose from the 
dead! This momentuous disclosure, the importance which comparable that 


the “Piltdown Hoax” anthropology, based upon newly discovered and translated 
Sumerian 


the introduction the recently published Mythologies the Ancient World, 
which edited, Kramer says: 


concrete illustration one the major goals the collection essays 
presented this volume provided the hitherto largely unknown Su- 
merian myth concerned with the death the god Dumuzi, use the modified 
form his name known from Biblical and post-Biblical sources, Tammuz. For 
when taken together with the myth “Inanna’s Descent the Nether World” with 
which intimately related, its contents demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt 
that Dumuzi dies and “stays dead”; indeed must not under any circumstances 
leave the Nether World and return the upper regions, since that case Inanna 
would have substitute and would therefore forced return the Nether 


World. 


for this reason, too, that find only laments for Dumuzi’s death; there 
are songs rejoicing celebrate his resurrection. But for more than half 
century now, students mythology have taken Dumuzi the original 
prototype the dying god, who rises annually from the dead, the very arche- 
type the deity who dies every summer and revived every spring. effort 
get the reasons for this erroneous but well-nigh universal view the Dumuzi 
myth, combed the relevant cuneiform literature patiently and carefully, but 
could find supporting evidence whatever from the texts; based nothing 
but inference and surmise, guess and 


This disclosure disastrous the standing many theories the area 


comparative religions, for rudely knocks away the very keystone the Tammuz- 
Adonis tradition. 


Looking back from the vantage point this new truth, can note several 
things: the called Tammuz liturgies will have abandoned or, least com- 
pletely the Tammuz-Adonis identification can longer main- 
tained; nor for that matter should the Tammuz-Adonis-Baal identification; 
the Tammuz cult does not lend itself the representation seasonal renewal 
formerly supposed; longer can references spring, two persons rising 
from the underworld, goddess seeking lost lover, etc. understood allusions 


| 


Tammuz. corollary this, the fertility-god concept Yahweh must either 
abandoned, drastically revised those who still wish maintain it. There will 
end repercussions from this single, epochal disclosure. 


Cyrus Gordon corroborates the suspicion, that the entire picture seasonal fer- 
tility the Near East, has been visualized traditional scholarly circles, 
artificial one. his book, The World the Old Testament, Gordon says: 


Never Semitic ideology there any desire strive for seasonal perfec- 
tion, whereby the best time the year should prevail all the time. 


This overlooked those who assume that the ancient Near East the nor- 
mal advent the dry season was received with weeping for god fertility 
who died yearly that season and who came back life yearly with the re- 
turn the rains. must borne mind that rain out season was dis- 
turbing drought out season Samuel 12:17-20). Moreover, the god 
control life-giving water (Baal Yahweh) the god summer dew 
less than winter rain.” 


Again the introduction his volume, Ugaritic Literature, Gordon deals 
length with the same subject with special reference Ugaritic literature: 


When literal meaning brushed aside poetic license order make 
room for predilection, prejudice, theory outside parallels, the results are bad, 
although they may gain wide credence for long time. object lesson, 
may turn the accepted view the fertility god Baal who incorrectly identi- 
fied with mixture real and imaginary motifs including the Dying God 
Frazer’s Golden Bough. Every year with the onslaught the summer drought, 
Baal supposed killed Mot, the god death, and every year Baal 
revived with the return the rains and fertility. (Tammuz said die and 
revive annually: generally accepted idea for which can find support 
the Mesopotamian mythological texts.) The evidence for this the most 
specious character. The Adonis myth has embellishment, known from Greek 
sources, the effect that Zeus settled the rivalry Persephone and Aphrodite 
over Adonis, assigning the beautiful god part every year Persephone 
the underworld, and the other part the year Aphrodite above. Before 
the discovery the Ugaritic texts, this Greek version was read back into Phoeni- 
cian mythology and now read still further back into Ugaritic mythology 
clear opposition the plain meaning the Ugaritic texts. The texts tell noth- 
ing any annual death and revival Baal. Indeed the widespread notion that 
the year Canaan divided into fertile and sterile season false. part 
the year sterile; thus, figs and grapes ripen toward the end, and hence 
worst part, the long summer drought; and much made the summer fruits 
Ugaritic (77) and other sources from Canaan such the Gezer Calendar, 
say nothing many biblical 


conclude then that the liturgical view the Song Solomon untenable, 
and that the so-called cultic clues Canticles discovered Meek are assumed, 
and not proven. 


agree with Gordon’s dictum that, “It cannot overemphasized that the 
discoveries archaeology tend justify the literal meaning the text against 
scholarly and traditional 
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at the Summer Institute of Archaeology at Brandeis University to preview the paper which he was to read them. With 
his permission I quote from that article, ‘‘The Death of Dumazi,”’ the following extracts: 


“Inanna the goddess whom Dumuzi had wooed and won for wife, decides to leave heaven and earth and to 
descend to the Nether World in order to make herself its mistress, and thus, to give an idea of its plot and to 
translate several passages in the Journal of Cuneiform Studies, vol. xii, pages 165-66, and in Leo Oppenheim'’s The 
Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, p. 246. Since then I have identified nineteen additional tablets 
and fragments .... As a result of all these new documents it was possible, at long last, to restore the text of 
the poem almost in full and to prepare the tentative translation on which the following sketch of its contents is 
based.” 


21. A translation and full description of the myth is being prepared for publication by Dr. Kramer. Kramer reasseses 
the Tammuz cult by ridding it of the notion of any resurrection. The marriage was therefore between a living king—not 
a resurrected god—and Inanna. The laments associated with Tammuz, as in Ezekiel 8:14, were made during royal funer- 
als or on days of mourning set aside annually to mark some major calamity, On the other hand, there were ‘‘sacred mar- 
riages’’ between th king of Sumer and a hierodule annually to insure the fertility of the land, which were characterized 
by songs of love and rejoicing. 


Kramer (in a personal communication, August 2, 1961) maintains the cultic interpretation of Canticles with modi- 
fications by assuming: 1) that the Hebrew scribes would not spend their time transcribing secular love songs, therefore 
the songs that were transcribed were probably ritual in character; 2) that since the lover is designated as both king and 


shepherd, his beloved was possibly an Astarte votary (with Solomon's partiality for the cult of Astarte); 3) that the 
Hebrew love songs, which are similar to the Sumerian ones used in ‘“‘sacred marriage’ rites, were probably used in 
similar Hebrew ‘“‘sacred marriages,” 4) that such a “‘sacred marriage’’ would not likely have arisen independently but 
would probably have been derived from Mesopotamia; and 5) that it was the king—Solomon—not Yahweh, who married 
the goddess Astarte. 


Though Kramer’s reasoning is less speculative than that of Meek’s, we would raise the following questions as to 
his assumptions: 1) Even less likely to me than the notion of the Hebrew scribes transcribing secular love songs, is the 
notion of them transcribing pagan cultic songs to be preserved in the canon, 2) The designation of the lover as a king 
and as a shepherd does not constitute strong evidence that his beloved was an Astarte votary. 3) The striking similarity 
of the Sumerian love songs to Canticles does not prove the latter’s derivation from the former any more than the striking 
similarity of Canticles to Arabic, and Egyptian love songs. 4) The “sacred marriage” in Israel is a pure hypothecation. 
There is no explicit, unambiguous reference to the hieros gamos in the Bible. Meek’s reference to the marriage allusions 
in Hosea is curious, not convincing. If it be argued that these references were ‘‘sublimated,’’ it may be asked why all the 
other explicit references to Moloch, to Baal, to idolatry, etc., were not also suppressed. 


My own view of Canticles is the two-character, literal interpretation of the book without Delitzsch’s conception of 
it as a drama. 


22. Cyrus H. Gordon. In the World of the Old Testament, Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Co., 1958. p. 40. 
23. Cyrus H. Gordon. Ugaritic Literature. Rome: Pontifical Bible Institute, 1949. pp. 4-5. 
24. Gordon. op. cit., p. 120. 


TOWARD BIBLICAL APOLOGETIC 


The Pauline apologetic exhibited chiefly five passages: Romans 1:18ff., 
2:14-15; Corinthians 2:14; Acts 14:15ff.; and Acts 17:22ff. The first three texts 
present this apologetic its formal statement; the latter two its practical outwork- 
ing. the present article shall consider only the first these passages—Romans 
1:18ff. Two primary questions have been before the writer his exegetical study 
this Scripture portion: (1) What the purpose general (or natural) revelation 
Christian apologetic? (2) What does the natural man know God? 


Romans 1:18ff. 


Even the righteousness God being revealed toward those who are faith 
(v. 17), likewise the wrath God being revealed from heaven against all sin- 
ners (v. 18). Let note then: 


The Nature the Wrath. Orge from orgao, meaning teem, swell. 
This wrath not sudden explosive and uncontrolled emotion God. rather 
fixed, controlled passionate anger against sin. “Wrath the holy revulsion God’s 
being against that which the contradiction his holiness.”! (Orge should con- 
trasted with thumos, for the latter term denotes sudden outbursts anger.) God’s 
wrath His “No!” man sin; God’s righteousness His “Yes!” man 
Christ. Divine wrath the reverse side divine love. God could not love the good 
were not angry with the evil. “While the Gospel reveals Him infinitely merci- 
ful, His mercy not characterized leniency toward sin. The Scriptures never re- 
veal one attribute God the expense another. The revelation His wrath 
essential right understanding His ways 


should further observed that this wrath presently being revealed. 
not only eschatological event but also present reality. Verses 24ff. delineate how 
now being disclosed; namely, the giving sinners their sins with the 
accompanying effects. (The present tense controls this entire passage referring the 
ever continuous knowledge God which men through natural revelation have, to- 
gether with their constant disregard that knowledge. The aorists this section 
not refer therefore the Fall but are best understood 


The Source the Wrath. “From heaven,” that is, from God; this an- 
tithetical “in the Gospel.” 


The Extent the Wrath. “Against all ungodliness and unrighteousness 
men.” This fixed, controlled, passionate anger God against sin being revealed 
against all men, for all are sinners—Jew well Gentile. Note carefully that Paul 
confines himself almost entirely the term “men” “man” from 1:18 2:14. 
Then from 2:14 2:29 makes distinction between the Gentiles, 2:14-16, and 
the Jew, 2:17ff. This would establish the fact that 2:14 Paul has mind uni- 
versal revelation which touches both Jew and Gentile. “In that which comes later 
Paul distinguishes clearly between the unrighteousness the Gentiles and the Jews’ 
righteousness the law. But, the final analysis, that which decisive there 
difference between them. Both alike and like measure stand under the divine 


wrath, and both alike salvation from wrath proffered through the righteousness 
God revealed Christ.”* 


This wrath directed against all ungodliness that is, perversion 
worship (illustrated idolatry), and against all (adikia), all moral 
deterioration (illustrated immorality). “Man’s attitude God shown be- 


ing one irreverence—this the essence all ungodliness—and insubordina- 
tion, rebellion—this the essence human “The order is, doubt, 


significant. the apostle’s description the degeneracy impiety the precursor 


Because man nature wrong his perpendicular relationship God 
equally error his horizontal relationship his fellow man. Idolatry leads 
moral collapse. Where men not hold fast their knowledge God, their lives be- 
come filled with all manner unrighteousness. The fundamental sin apostasy from 
the one true God leads all manner depravity. 


The Reasons for the Wrath. These are seen first consideration 
God’s revelation man. What does man know? Verse indicates that certain 
respects even the unregenerate man possesses accurate knowledge the true God. 

“Since’ the creation the world, the invisible attributes God are clearly seen, 
being perceived through all his works.” This knowledge logical deduction from 
the created universe rather than personal encounter with Christ. these words 
the Apostle Paul conveys the fact “that what sensuously imperceptible neverthe- 
less clearly apprehended mental conception. And this sense the term ‘clearly 
seen’ provided the explanatory clause ‘being understood the things that are 


These “invisible things” are set forth (1) God’s immutable omnipotence— 
“even his everlasting power” (he aidios autou dunamis) and, (2) His Divinity— 
“and (kai theiotes). Theiotes used only here the New Testament and 
emphasizes divine nature and properties. From this see the precise nature this 
revelation. Paul here speaking the external revelation God’s divine attributes. 
The unregenerate man knows about Him but does not know Him personally. (One 
should contrast here theiotes with theotes. The latter used only Col. 2:9 and 
emphasizes divine personality. 


Observe next why man knows. Verse states, “because that which known 
God manifest them; for God manifested them.” The phrase “in them” 
(en autois) means simply that every man has certain knowledge his mind the 
result the external revelation which has been given him. “To them” would mark 
the direction the revelation; “in them” the result. 


this interpretation would permit various constructions. But, 
regardless one’s understanding how man comes this knowledge God, 
should made clear that Paul’s main concern the fact it. The important issue 
considering proper apologetic starting point not how man comes know but 
what knows. 

the second place the reasons for the wrath God are seen the stated 
purpose the revelation. Paul writes the last clause verse 20, “that they may 
without excuse.” “The design God giving open and manifest disclosure 
his eternal power and divinity his visible handiwork that all men might 
without Thus the place natural revelation Christian apologetic 
emphatically condemnatory. not intended provide sort “neutral” area 
natural theology upon which case for the validity Christian Theism may con- 
structed. There can ground for natural theology consistently Biblical 
apologetic. 


“Romans good material for the confession general revelation. But one 
must take care how uses it. This “knowledge” can never isolated from the pre- 
vailing theme Romans I—the wrath God. The history theology parades be- 
fore numerous attempts isolate from the context. only with such kid- 
napping the phrase from its context that can used support natural 


theology. Such natural theology defended the Vatican Council which appeals 
Romans defense against heretics While Rome occupied with Romans 
1:20 lay there the foundation for the proofs the existence God, Paul al- 
ready concerned with the exchange gods and with the holding under the truth 
unrighteousness the heathen. Paul not interested all observing nature 
that from which the natural light reason draws conclusions about the first cause. 
full the revelation the living 


the third place, the reasons for the wrath God are discovered con- 
sideration man’s response this revelation. The first response that men “hold 
the truth unrighteousness” (A.V., 18). Now there some question the 
precise meaning these words (ten aletheian katechonton). Most frequently the 
verb katechonton means “hold fast,” “possess,” “retain.” this passage, how- 
ever, would seem difficult understand it, for “truth” coordinate with 
righteousness. Besides the succeeding context represents the persons view ex- 
changing the truth God for lie (verse 25) and refusing have God their 
knowledge (verse 28, cf. also verse 23).”!! Therefore would best render the 
verb katechonton, “hinder,” “holding back,” “restraining.” Men through unright- 
eousness “hold back from” the truth manifested unto them. “Observe the Apostolic 
theory the place heathendom man’s religious development. not 
natural stage development through which man must pass monotheism, but 
unnatural; arises from and product sin against previously possessed natural 

The next response stated verse 21, “because that, knowing God, they glori- 
fied him not God (A.V.).” This knowledge herein spoken has already been care- 
fully delineated knowledge manifested all men through the created universe. 
Being cognitive perception the truth concerning the eternal power and divinity 
God, men not feel constrained ascribe Him the glory which alone de- 
serves. Men fail “to give him thought, affection, and devotion the place that be- 
longs him virtue the perfections which the visible creation itself makes 

Again verse read, “neither gave thanks.” Not only men refuse 
acknowledge the known truth God’s sovereignty, but they are utterly devoid 
gratitude for the blessings accruing them virtue common grace. Vine 
states, “Thanklessness toward God proof the alienation man from 


Having described that which men are destitute, the apostle now proceeds 
state positively the nature their religious perversity. Once again the latter part 
verse read that the unrighteous “became vain their reasonings, and their 
senseless heart was darkened” (A.S.V.), “Reasonings” are undoubtedly under- 
stood here the sense evil thoughts resulting from the functioning the natural 
mind independence God. The wicked reasonings the unregenerate are incap- 
able any profitable fruitful thought concerning God and hence man and the 
universe. “Reason estranged from the source light led them into delirium van- 
The sinner asserts the autonomy human reason making himself the ultimate 
reference point all predication. seeks “creatively constructive” rather than 
“receptively His heart—that which metaphorically denotes essential 
personality, intellect, emotions and will—already destitute understanding, has be- 
come darkened. Man totally depraved and revolt against his Creator. 
“covenant-breaker.” Professing wise, has made fool out himself (v. 22). 

verse further stated that the pagan has “changed the glory the incor- 
ruptible God for the likeness image .”. This verse “describes the religious 
monstrosity which the process degeneracy Men exchanged the glory 
God the Creator for the worship the creature and his works. But even this 
observe that there human existence without relation God. The pagan re- 


ligions themselves would not exist God did not first and inescapably declare Him- 
self everyone since the dawn humanity through His works. The denial such 
“general revelation” preceding the historical revelation grace Jesus Christ can 
appeal neither Paul nor the Bible large. Nor has this revelation ceased, for 
the apostle does not speak past possibility, now buried, but something actually 
present; for true everyone that ever inexcusable his godlessness. 

This the exchange which man his presumption has made himself 
fool and madman. 

The execution the Wrath. Three times read, “God gave them up”— wv. 
24, 26, 28. “God’s displeasure expressed his abandonment the persons con- 
cerned more intensified and aggravated cultivation the lusts their own hearts 
with the result that they reap for themselves correspondingly greater toll retri- 
butive 

conclusion here are the clear apologetic implications this passage: 

All unregenerate men have certain accurate knowledge the true God— 
though this knowledge stops short personal acquaintance with Him through 
Christ. 

This knowledge gained from natural revelation serves only make men in- 
excusable before God—the reason being that the unbeliever.holds himself back from 
the truth which knows; yes, has perverted this knowledge assuming the ulti- 
macy the creature over the Creator. 

Another important implication this point that though certain men will not 
have had opportunity hear the Gospel, God may rightly visit such men with 
wrath because they have rejected the rudimentary knowledge God which they 
possessed. 

Scriptural apologetic must appeal this knowledge God which every 
man has, but which Paul tells us, every sinner seeks hold back from, yea, pervert. 

Van Til expresses the matter, “No man can escape knowing God. indelibly 
involved his awareness anything whatsoever. Man ought, therefore, Calvin 
puts it, recognize God. There excuse for him does not. The reason for 
his failure recognize God lies exclusively him. due his willful transgres- 
sion the very law his being. must surround man exclusively with God’s reve- 
lation. Only finding the point contact for the Gospel man’s sense deity that 
lies underneath his own conception self-consciousness ultimate can both 
true Scripture and effective reasoning with the natural 
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APOLOGETIC PROBLEM: 
HOPE WHERE THE GOSPEL HAS NOT BEEN HEARD? 


BAKER 


his book autobiographical reflections, The Summing Up; Somerset Maug- 
ham gives reason for his early alienation from Christianity. attributed church- 
men knew the idea that men are condemned perdition because the accident 
being born out reach the true view the Christian faith. therefore “ceased 
believe 


Recently heard missionary furlough from his work Africa address 
church group. declared without qualification that every African who did not hear 
the gospel would hell. 


Christian leaders have told that some their young people were troubled 
about the fate the people who had never had chance hear the gospel. Only re- 
cently heard young people’s group refer discussion this problem 
earlier meeting. 

The problem live one. really believe the facts are the missionary 
boldly stated them? Was Somerset Maugham accurately reproducing the teaching 
qualified expositors generally? this true have fearful problem theodicy 
upon our hands. 


the position this paper that there relief for those who are honestly 
troubled about this, and that there and always has been opportunity for salvation 
for those out range the preaching the gospel the Christian era. 


prefer not begin the argument with the concept God’s sovereign electing 
grace; though God is, course, the initiator salvation through the Holy Spirit, 
and men are saved only they are drawn Him (cf. John 6:44). 

may begin rather affirming basic position that the Scriptures un- 
equivocally teach, according any fair interpretation, that salvation faith 
God, and that this salvation mediated through Jesus Christ. “There other 
name under heaven given among men which must saved” (Acts 4:12). 
Where the message Christ can adequately known, there must explicit faith 
Him disbelieve God. Further, propose that everywhere and all ages where 
men savingly believe God (and Himself knows whether given man does 
not), they are implicitly exercising faith Christ, though they have not heard His 
name. the final glory, all present will glorify the Lamb for their redemption. But 
there must safeguards against the dangers unwarranted inferences from this. 

once two primary questions may arise what involved belief God: 
first, what knowledge God required for Him object faith? And 
second, what the nature the faith exercised and how may identified? 
the first question think would have say broad principle that faith’s ob- 
ject would God, but understood only the extent that had revealed Himself 
the subjectivity the believer. And faith would the response which appropri- 
ate the light given God. Surely faith must include certain minimum concep- 
tion the object believed in, although this may be, important respects, in- 
voluntary distortion the reality that God is. And faith should the commitment 
the whole man, mind, heart and will, what perceived. There are two main 
channels expression such commitment: one, forms worship, and another, 
the obedient moral behavior which conditioned insight into the presumed re- 
quirements the deity, even deities, conceived the believer’s mind. 


will recalled that Peter brought the gospel Cornelius and his household. 


said that Cornelius, Italian Gentile, was devout, feared God, gave liberal alms 
and prayed God constantly (Acts 10:1f). responded the gospel and received 
the Holy Spirit. the beginning Peter’s message said: perceive that God 
shows partiality, but every nation any one who fears him and does what 
right (or worketh righteousness) acceptable him” (Acts 10:34 f). Now ap- 
pears that this statement, taken face value, would indicate not only that such men 
Cornelius were acceptable prospects receive the gospel and believe the 
Christ preached, but also those corresponding faith and virtue were acceptable 
who their day were beyond the geographical reach the gospel. These, like 
Abraham, would accounted righteous faith, their virtue showing the genuine- 
ness their faith, even though their understanding might need further clarification 
Cornelius’s did, and probably vastly more. Cornelius’s case, had certain 
light concerning God, whom responded well, and, being where was, God led 
him the light the fulness Christ. Others like earnest spirit may not 
have been fortunately situated. 


Let consider the light given pre-Christian times the basis which men 
could respond. have revelation given men such Noah and Abraham who 
were justified faith. And outside the special line elect people have man 
like Melchisedek, with whose God Abraham’s identified. course special revela- 
tion was continued through Israel, and response varied, but clear that those who 
believed were accepted God. Furthermore, although certain outstanding human 
agents were made aware God that His Chosen One was come, exceedingly 
unlikely that many the devout ancient Israel consciously grounded their hope 
eternal salvation faith the sacrifice Him who would Jesus the Lord. 


hand for all men, Paul writes the first two chapters Romans, was reve- 
lation God nature. External nature testified God’s eternal power and deity, 
that turning from this knowledge their wickedness men were without excuse 
(Rom. 1:18-20). Also there was nature’s internal witness God the conscience 
(Rom. 2:14 f). both these sources Paul finds witness that spiritual and 
moral through and through, and that calls for faith response that perforce moral. 
Even though men turned from this witness, seems clear that God’s mind was 
intended induce men saving response; just the Mosaic law its broadest 
total aspect, though itself unable save, was opportunity for the Jews maini- 
fest saving response through their disposition trustingly obey God. far the 
non-Christian religions are concerned, would tend agree with Nygren,! who, in- 
terpreting Paul, sees them not revelation God, but the corruption and false- 
hood man. When Paul was commissioned Christ was sent the Gentiles 
turn them “from darkness from both religious and moral 
darkness. Even so, doubt not that some sought God and seeking Him the 


midst the sinful distortion, may well have responded some elements light, 
and been moved rise faith. 


the Old Testament are told God’s concern for the Gentiles, not only 
the covenant promises Abraham, but also the call Jonah preach Nineveh. 
This did with such telling effect that the people Nineveh “believed God,” and, 
since God apparently saw their repentance genuine, spared them from the 
intended judgment. the words, they “believed God,” certainly the case some 


there could well have been added the further words, “and God reckoned them for 
righteousness.” 


When Paul writes the letter the Romans does with the Gentile and Jewish 
record retrospect. appraises them against the background light and oppor- 
tunity which they knew. general both had come terribly short. The Gentiles had 


94, 


rejected light, although the Mars Hill speech the Greeks, Paul declared that God 
had extent overlooked the ignorance represented their idolatry until the gos- 


pel should come (Acts 17:30). The Jews had not kept God’s law. Both Jews and Gen- 
tiles were under condemnation. 


this point the question may asked: how perfect conformity what 
known right expected from men? the witness Scripture that 
all men sin and come short God’s will, and this true Christian believers both 
before and after their initial salvation. Salvation all grace through faith. Thus, 
said that the Gentiles could not saved keeping the light nature and con- 
science, certainly must also said that the Jews were not saved keeping the 


law. Nor the Christian saved perfect conformity the Sermon the Mount 
living perfect life love. 


How then saving faith God manifested? this may reply, the dis- 
position God’s will known. This will express itself root two ways, both 
which are informed the spirit dependence. One, already indicated, there 
will effort godly behavior understood. And two, there will penitence 
and dependence upon the deity for mercy and acceptance, together with the offering 
whatever expressions reparation appear called for, because honest aware- 
ness failure confrom perfectly the acknowledged standards. This attitude 
therefore excludes that pride heart which fatal the Pharisaic type mind. 


convinced that these factors lie back Paul’s elliptical expression the 
conditions salvation Romans 2:6-10. God, writes, 


will render every man according his works: those who patience 
well doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, will give eternal life; 


glory and honor and peace every one who does good, the Jew first and 
also the Greek. 


purely verbal basis this seems contradict everything Paul says about salvation 
being faith, not works, though may, indeed, note the word “give” connection 
with the bestowal eternal life. One does not have the book James 
find verbal variance with Paul’s insistence faith save. But how explain 
this language? the light the whole argument Romans evident that Paul 


speaking works faith. For Paul, too, apparently, faith which does not produce 
works dead. Faith will ‘do good.’ 


But one able conform God’s goodness absolutely. And persuaded 
that Paul speaks both absolutely and relatively the subject man’s doing these 
first three chapters Romans. Absolutely, all have sinned, none does good, and 
therefore all are guilty and under condemnation. This Paul’s central argument. 
But relatively there are some who have responded well God. think Paul con- 
templates certain kind Jew who the apostle’s words, does good, and ex- 
ceptional Gentile who does the same. Thus, says such Gentile contrast 
Jewish law-breaker: “Then those who are physically uncircumcised but keep (or 
fill) the law will condemn you who have the written code and circumcision but 
break the law” (Rom. 2:27). The value such well-doing Jew Gentile lies 
its evidencing faith that may reckoned for righteousness (cf. 26). Thus far 
the situation the coming Christ. 


When consider the Christian era, evident once that where Christ 
adequately presented and knowable God’s sight, men must believe Him with 
mind and heart saved. Their understanding may quite rudimentary their 
first faith, but must genuine faith Jesus Christ the Lord. 

When, however, men are area where the Christian witness has not reached 


them through fault their own, they are situation equivalent theirs who 
lived before the advent Christ. The same principles would apply both. 


Let take reported specific example. About two generations ago there was 
noted Japanese Christian evangelist, convert from Buddhism, named Paul Kano- 
mari. told the devotion his mother who died without ever having heard 
Jesus Christ. Her religious piety was deep and genuine. Mr. Kanomari said that she 
used rise earlier the morning than she otherwise needed do, and for long 
time she would pour out her heart Buddha. This represented all she knew God. 
said expected meet his mother heaven. Now the facts are stated, 
can easily credit this view. Because Buddha Buddhism saved her? indeed. 
Jesus Christ would her Saviour, because her believing response God the 
extent that had revealed Himself the total context her existence. Thus 
believe was implicit faith the eternal Christ whose sacrifice has eternal validity, 


whether for Abraham, David, Melchizedek, believing Ninevites, Paul Kanomari’s 
mother. 


But were granted principle that there room for such acceptable faith- 
response, how wide-spread best might there such response? How could the 
reality such faith-response appraised effective for salvation? Here again, 
are tenuous ground. God and must the ultimate judge; alone deter- 
mines who acceptable Himself this relation. Here, far human observation 
concerned, the proverb, “By their fruits shall know them,” has relevance. 


Two questions may introduced. One is: even where the gospel preached, 
how great faith necessary save man let him the recipient the 
divine mercy? This quite distinct from the question how great faith neces- 
sary bring person advanced position spiritual maturity. The answer 
the first question may well be: little, tentative faith might save. the second point, 
however, requires strong and growing faith enable 
one mature possess strong spiritual integrity. 


Quality product combination insight and believing response. Possible 
combinations include: low level insight and low response; high insight and low 
level insight and low response; high insight and low response; low insight and 
high response; and high level insight with high level response. This combina- 
tion high insight and high response the one which brings high level personal 
spiritual integrity any area culture. Apprehension the clear light the 
Christian revelation, coupled with the highest level continuously believing response, 
produces the highest levels Christlike personality. 


Now suspect that some may have followed this train reasoning with mount- 
ing alarm. There are, obviously, dreadful dangers the advocacy position that 
apart from hearing Christ, pagan might saved. For immediately the natural 
man begins draw unwarranted inferences. Scripture says very little the subject, 
doubtless avoid the danger such wrong inferences. Let see what some these 
are. 


allowed that believing response light, with attendant salvation, 
possible under the conditions have presented, the tacit inference may drawn 
that the pagans do, and large, respond light. But this false. The testimony 
the book Romans that pagans general turned from the light they had, and 
corrupted themselves further doing. Christ came the Jews who had received 
the word God, but, said Him that came seek and save that which 
lost (Luke 19:10). They had not responded well light. Even America today, 
after the light the gospel has been available from early colonial times, the Church 
still seeking evangelize the vast numbers impenitent. 


Some know the Scriptures teach that reject the claims Christ 
lost. Hence, may argued that the heathen have responded the light available 
them prior the coming the gospel, and then through their rejection Christ 
they are rejected God and lost, would better not them with the gospel. 
This reasoning, must assert, also false. The treatment Christ the test 
whether man’s faith previous hearing the gospel saving not. Jesus taught, 
“Every one who the truth hears voice” (John 18:37). any were true be- 
lievers God they would receive the witness the Holy Spirit Christ, Abra- 
ham would have done had been present Christ’s day (John 8:39,56). And 
man who has never been stirred faith the avenues heretofore open him 
hears the truth the gospel, well may stirred faith Christ the glorious 
hope offered him. 


Again, one may reason that hope provided what non-Christians have 
without the gospel, not need send missionaries. confess that such rea- 
soning leads cheaper conclusion. But must solemnly that any view 
the possibilities and prospects pagans that makes unnecessary for the Church 
obey the Great Commission must wrong. Christ commanded His people make 
disciples all nations, that repentance and remission sins His name should 
preached all nations. His command was not arbitrary one. grounded 
necessity inhering the nature God, the condition man, and the structure 
the saving provision. was given time when God knew that mankind was ready 
for the gospel, and the gospel was prepared for mankind. The summons repent an- 
ticipated that men needed repent, that many would repent, and many did and con- 
tinued so. 


Cutting through all theoretical possibilities and specious reasoning the clear 
declaration the New Testament that the normal channel salvation our time 
through Jesus Christ consciously received the sole Savior men. The Christian 
Church dare not rest easily about the fate anyone who has not made such com- 
mitment with all the evidence good faith. Shedd long ago pointed out,! this 
the regular way for the economy salvation proceed. God may operate ex- 
traordinary ways, pleases Him, bring those influences His disposal for the 
salvation men who have lived beyond the places reached the preaching the 
gospel Christ. But are bound the imperatives made known the 
Christian era. 


far given God’s servants so, there are just two objective fac- 
tors their disposal which appraise the condition any man relative sal- 
vation. One the faith professed; the other the related behavior evidence. John, 
his first letter, succinctly states the obligation follows: “This (God’s) com- 
mandment, that should believe the name His Son Jesus Christ and love one 
another, just has commanded us” John 3:23). And what God has joined to- 
gether let man put asunder. 


are persuaded that God rich mercy, and that exercises His saving 
grace the utmost extent, consistent with that freedom reject His gracious offers 
which bestowed upon men when created them persons. God not limited 
His saving operations the presentation the full historic gospel men all times 
and places earth, although this gospel the supreme inducement faith. ap- 
pears that sufficient revelation God has been available every man provide 
basis for penitent and believing response God. Unhappily, many appear have 
misused their freedom thwart His saving purpose for them. But where 
believing response has been exercised, God counts the man for righteousness and 
salvation; and this salvation has its ultimate ground Jesus Christ, the Son God, 
and the work the Cross (cf. Heb. 9:15). 


Perhaps the final word should one caution. One needs wary 
speaking carelessly about the hope have allowed, for there are many who are un- 
able hold proper perspective. any case, sufficient has been said show that 
one need not hold any man lost because his birth time circumstances over 
which had control. Nor does any Scripturally normative conception God re- 
quire even properly allow for such position. 

Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary 


Philadelphia, Pa. 


NOTES 


1. W. Somerset Maugham, The Summing Up (New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1950), pp. 247-249. 
2. Anders Nygren, Commentary on Romans (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1949), p. 108. 


3. William G. T. Shedd, The Doctrine of Endless Punishment (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1886), pp. 114 
and context. 


CRITICAL NOTE JOHN 10:16: FOLD FLOCK? 
Ross 


the KJV John 10:16 these words are found: “And other sheep have which 
are not this fold: them also must bring, and they shall hear voice; and there 
shall one fold, and one shepherd.” small but very important variation this 
rendering occurs the ASV: and they shall become one flock, one shepherd.” 
The difficulty lies not much our choice between GENEESETAI (impersonal 3rd 
sg.) and GENEESONTAI (3rd plu.) does between non-existent AULEE 
(“fold”) and the undisputed POIMNEE (“flock”) the Greek text. Concurring with 
ASV’s “flock” are such versions RSV, The New English Bible, Moffatt’s Transla- 
tion, and the Berkeley Version. Concurring with the Douay-Rheims Version. 
What has caused this discrepancy, since AULEE (“fold”) and POIMNEE 
occur this passage without any variations the Greek text and are distinguished 
the Syriac and Egyptian versions? 


The second “fold” has crept into our way Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (com- 
pleted A.D. 405), which renders both AULEE and POIMNEE ovile “Et 
alias oves habeo, quae non sunt hoc ovili: illas oportet adducere, vocem 
meam audient, fiet unum ovile, unus Following these same words which 
also appear his note Ezek. 46:22, except that substitutes “atrium” hall, 
front room house) for ovile both times, Jerome adds: “Hoc enim Graecum 
AULEE significat, quod Latina simplicitasin ovile transtulit” (“Surely this Greek 
AULEE expresses what Latin simplicity has translated ovile”). Westcott remarks 
here: “This observation interesting for several reasons. shows how perfunctory 
Jerome’s criticism the Latin text. distinctly prefers atrium ovile the ren- 
dering AULEE, and yet did not introduce into his revision. And again im- 
plies that AULEE stands the Greek text both places, which least shows that 
did not verify his reference.”? Mgr. Knox somewhat more objective 
his English translation the Vulgate New Testament. Although has retained “one 
fold” the text, does acknowledge footnote the more accurate 


The Old Latin texts (a, e), upon which Jerome based his N.T., read ovile, 
(“fold,” “flock”). The observation Catholic scholar will bear weight here: 
“There doubt that POIMNEE (grex) ‘flock’ the correct reading 16b, though 
‘Fold’ (ovile) appears the and thenceforth universally Mediaeval Latin 
Augustine’s commentary loco reads ovile, ovile without comment, but 
elsewhere (e.g. Serm. cxxxviii reads ovile, grex. Wycliffe, following the Vulgate, 
carried forward the “one fold” translation into his English Bible. Even Erasmus, 
his Greek Testament (1516), left the rendering unchanged. This was introduced into 
Cromwell’s Great Bible (1539) and retained its place later versions down the 
KJV 1611. The phrase, “one fold, one shepherd,” had evidently become sacred 
use. 


Need insist one the other translation? The answer Catholic Com- 
mentary negative: “There shall one flock (not ‘fold’, which, however, real 
distortion the Per contra, there vast difference between the two. 
Palestinian sheepfold was walled enclosure which several shepherds kept their 
flocks night protection against marauding wolves and thieves. Here was organ- 
ization and limitation, the number sheep accommodated being restricted 
the area within the boundary. “This fold” refers true believing Israelites whom 
God had elected and enclosed with rites and ceremonies, separating them from un- 
believers, particularly unbelieving Gentiles. Now Christ speaks “other sheep which 
are not this fold” believers among the Gentiles; them also must bring, and 
they shall become one flock. How? Not bringing them into the fold Judaism, 


not making them Israelites, but rather breaking down “the middle wall 
partition,” even the rites and ceremonies, “that might create the two Himself 
one new man thus making peace and that might reconcile God both one 
body through the cross” (Eph. 2:14:16). flock emphasizes life! “new man”! 
“one body”! growing and expanding organism that vitally related the Shep- 
herd its center, who its Head (Ezek. 34:12, 23, 24, 31). fold, the other 
hand, emphasizes exclusiveness, enclosure, uniformity. The one stresses common 
life, the other common way. Furthermore, “there shall one fold” would imply 
that that time there was more than one fold and that they would brought to- 
gether. Never were the Gentiles spoken “fold”, but rather scattered, “once 
not people but now the people God” Pet. 2:10). Although the flock appears 
divided into different folds, true believers Christ, wherever found, are mem- 
bers one another and Christ who indivisibly binds them together virtue 
the life that alone imparts. Herein lies true ecumenicity, not uniformity nor 
unity, but organic union. 


What the significance this for our attention? Coupled with the total impact 
the Latin Bible the language and thought Western Christianity, the transla- 
tion ovile for grex (“fold” for “flock”) has been disastrous idea and influence. 
Whether intent ignorance, such translation serves confirm and extend the 
false claims Rome and false view Christ’s Church. 
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